' Ambassador Bridge

A Detroit Original...Serving the World”

Fast Facts:
+  North America’s Most Efficient Border Crossing

~+ Opened in 1929 as the world’s longest suspension bridge

+  Built through entrepreneurial vision and 100% private funding
- Privately owned and operated by the Moroun family

+  Currently handles more than 13,000 vehicles per day

"+ The Ambassador Bridge and Moroun family of companies employ over 2,000 people
in Michigan

Latest Improvements (all privately funded):
- $29million total bridge deck replacement project underway

+ %430 million expansion to plazas, including additional toll booths, fueling stations,
customs facilities and new bridge approach ram ps in preparation for second 6-lane span

+ $10million high-tech electrical sub-station with total redundant power capability

Alternative Energy Expansion:
+ New LED lighting project will deliver 60% energy reduction and increase safety

» Aggressively pursuing wind, solar and hydro power generation

»  To-date, the Moroun family of companies have reduced electricity demand by 4.1 million
kilowatts - enough to power more than 250 homes annually

Community Partnership:
« The Ambassador bridge Company and Moroun family are dedicated stewards and have
contributed millions of dollars to community organizations throughout the years, with an
intense focus on social and educational causes.
Most recently, The Ambassador Bridge Company and the Moroun family donated more than
$200,000 to the Community Health and Social Services Center (CHASS} in SW Detroit to build
a Community Education Center within its brand new health care facility, to provide residents
with wellness programs including behavioral health services, individual and family counseling,
nutrition, and group education.

www.ambassadorbridge.com
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*  SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT

Detroit River International Crossing
Setting the Record Straight

Background
- The Ambassador Bridge is located between Detroit and Windsor, Ontario, and carries 26

percent of the commerce between the U.S. and Canada. !t is privately owned and operated
without the need for federal or state taxpayer dollars.

A privately funded enhancement span of the Ambassador Bridge, currently planned,
would create much needed jobs in the Detroit area and can be commenced within 60 days
and completed within 30 months of approval from Canada. A new span at the
Ambassador Bridge has been an integral part of the Ambassador Bridge Gateway
Project for more than a decade, and will maximize the ongoing public infrastructure
investment of over $230 million. _

The 'DRIC is_an.ﬁhnecessa_ry, "bi-national" effort driven b'y Canadian interests that would be
iocated about one mile from the Ambassador Bridge. It would cost U.S. taxpayers billions of
dollars, take years to buitd and devastate the important Detroit community of Delray.




- SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT

Ambassador Bridge
Private Enterprise Providing Economic
Stimulus to Detroif - A Beller Bridge

Detroit Infernational River Crossing
{DRIC)

Wasteful Taxpayer Spending -

A Bridge Too Far

The upgrades to the
Ambassador Bridge and the $1
billion private investment by the
Detroit International Bridge
Company, the owners and
operators, would create more
than 20,000 jobs over the next
two decades and nearly 4,000

~ jobs within the first year.

"Toll credits” fromthe * ~
Ambassador Bridge can be used
by the state of Michigan as a
match for federal funding - funds
that would not otherwise be
available because of matching
requirements.

+ If the DRIC proposal is allowed to

proceed, it will take years to build and cost
U.S. taxpayers billions of dollars. In
addition, taxpayers would be responsible
for the upkeep and future improvements to
the bridge. DRIC would also strand the
$230 investment in the Gateway Project
{nearing completion} after over a decade
of commitments to improve the border

infrastructure in Detroit..

+ The DRIC proposal has no land, no

Presidential Permit and has not been
approved by the US Coast Guard.

The Ambassador Bridge
Enhancement Project can be
commenced with private funding
and completed within 30 months
of final approvals. The
complementary Ambassador
Bridge Gateway Project is

scheduled for completion in 2010,

» The DRIC would take years to plan
and build, costing taxpayers more than
$3 billion. If approved, initial activities for
the DR1C include condemning large
areas of the minority populated Detroit
community of Delray and applying for
required federal permits.

_ +.No community redevelopment or

“benefits agreement” could materialize
until DRIC Bridge construction is done
(2021-2025)




'SETTING THE

Ambassador Bridge
Private Enterprise Providing Economic
Stimulus to Detroit - A Better Bridge

RECORD STRAIGHT

Detroit international River Crossing
(DRIC)

Unnecessary Taxpayer Spending - A
Bridge Too Far

and Canada have been steadily
declining since 1999, and the
Ambassador Bridge is operating
well below capacity. The
Ambassador Bridge
Enhancement Project takes into
consideration future growth and
traffic capacity.

Traffic volumes between the U.S.

The DRIC traffic projections are
based on outdated, inaccurate traffic
projections that predict steady, sharp
traffic growth, while traffic volumes
have actually declined for more than
a decade.

- The Ambassador Bridge - .
Gateway Project, a'$230 million
publicly funded project creating
new and direct connections to the
existing Ambassador Bridge from
1-75, 1-96 and 1-94 in Detroit, is
underway and will be

completed later this year.

+ The U.8. Congress and Michigan
Department of Transportation
have provided more than $430
million to improve the existing
Biue Water Bridge between Port
Huron, Mich., and Sarnia, Ontario.

1+ The proposed DRIC proposal is

duplicative, ill-timed and unnecessary -
viable border crossings already exist in
the region and the U.8. Congress and the
state of Michigan have spent hundreds of
millions of dollars to improve these
crossings. .

The DRIC crossing is not needed to

handle the additional capacity expected

in the next two decades, orto improve

flexibility or provide redundancy of basnc
: transportatlon needs _

+- The DRIC s success requnres dwertmg a
huge amount of traffic from the existing
-three border crossmgs in the region. If
DRIC actually receives that traffic, it
would cause the existing three crossings
to generate insufficient revenue to
remain solvent. If DRIC does not realize
projected traffic, it would require
permanent financial subsidies from
Michigan and U.S8. taxpayers.




Y SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT |

Environmental Justice and Protecting Vulnerable Communities .

Detroit International River Crossing
(DRIC)

Unnecessary Taxpayer Spending -

A Bridge Too Far

Ambassador Bridge
Frivate Enterprise Providing Economic
Stimulus to Delroit - A Better Bridge

Predominantly white neighborhood
locations for the landing of the DRIC in
the U.S. were removed from
consideration by politicians rather than
by necessity in order to give "not in my
backyard" (NIMBY) rights to the
wealthy at the expense of the minority
cammunity of Delfray.

The Ambassador Bridge
Enhancement Project has been
planned in a thoughtful way to
minimally impact area residents and
the environment. Property has been
secured on both sides of the river,
effectively making a minimal impact
on homes and relocations when
building starts. The.historic
Canadian Sandwich Town in

The DRIC would require the

Windsor, Ontario, will be . preserved
and, because the new  span's main -

fowers are designed to be on land,
there is no environmental impact on

condemnation of more than 257 homes
Delray, displacement of hundreds of
jobs and require reliance on a
questionable environmental impact

the river or impediment to navigation. analysis, Three quarters of the
B displaced residents are minorities.

No properties would be condemned, ' . . :

and the enhancement span is in an

existing industrial area with no new

-environmental impacts.

. The Ambassador Bridge recently spent
more than $60 million for a new water
treatment facility and infrastructure
enhancements, and the owners
continue greening their operations to
benefit the surrounding communities.
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AUTOMOBILE AND TRUCK COMBINED TOTALS 1999 THROUGH 2009

—&é— AMBASSADOR BRIDGE
—&- BLUE WATER BRIDGE
—#— DETROIT WINDSOR TUNNEL

Note 1: The Sarnia Casino opened in 2000
resulting in the Blue Water Bridge
traffic remaining relatively constant.

Note 2: The Blue Water Bridge Second Span
opened in 1997,

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

YEAR
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BLUE WATER BRIDGE TRAFFIC VOLUME
18,000,000 T

16,000,000

14,000,000 . -~
MDOT Projections - Traffic 1991 through 2031. _
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Source: MDOT Projections - Blue Water Bridge Additional Capacity Project Environmental Report, June 1994,
Actual Traffic - BTOA monthly reports of all crossings
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Michigan Department of Transportation

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

Metro : Region Office
SUBJECT:  Ambassador Bridge/ Gateway Project

ommodate a ﬁbiénhal future second span (o the Ambassador Bridge.
advised, references fo that effect include the following:

L} g'rap
project scope, schedule, and approach to address
term planning issucs. The fong (erm study for congestion mitigation and access
improveroent to {-75 is anticipated (o include: 4) identification of serious aj i
dress projected border crossing needs, in
location an

Major Investment Study, Final R,
h 2

on and 2 1-1, para
roject

. FUnderstanding;




MDOT Memorandum 10 Mohamnied Alghurabi
Page 2

natie:secion'4(£).Bv .
¥ Projeci: Section | Description of the Proposed Project and
Altematives Considered, Part A Qverview and Relationship to Major bivestment Study
ullet. When constructed, ihe. i

second paragraph, lasl ine - “f

er oFNo ot Lt
is 2 participating member.”

=  On Scpiember 9, 1999, the FHWA completed review of the revised plan and re-
‘evaluation of the Project and concluded that: 1) the existing FONSI and modifications
to the 1-75/1-96 interchange approved on October 23, 1997 remain valid; and 2) the
Department may proceed with further Praject development.

¢ OnJanuary 13, 2004, the FHWA completed review of the second re-evaluation plan
submitied for review on December 23,2003. FHWA review of the re-evaluation for
the Gateway 2003 Revised Plan supports the finding that no additional, significant
environmental, economic, or social impaets will occar from the proposed project.
Therefore, FHWA*s FONSI dated October 23, 1997 remains valid.

implementation agrecment between the MDOT and DIB(. for the
Ambassador Bridge/Gateway Project; puge 5, Section 2 - The Parties agree that the
Project meets the abjectives as identified in the Gatew dy, is listed under item

20,2004 development agreement between the MDOT and 1he City of Detrojt:
Page 4, “Now, therefore, in consideration of the premises and of the mutual
undertakings of the parties and in co ble law, it is agreed: 1.

Hope that helps. If you have additional questions, or if you would like copies of the respective
documents please let me know,




Doc No 20940
aﬁg g;na? ReportFrom: Diksit, prabhat
Petzold, Roger; werner, Frederick; Saunders,

public oversight

Cc: Rizzo, Ryan; Salus, James; Kirschensteiner, James
Subject: RE: Public Oversight Meeting and PwC Draft Final Report

Te re
e1ng htt ! L [of n-. the“American’ side " 5r ‘plannin E0F &N : .
for the high expenditure Canadian access roads it is best tﬁat the gi—n:g$gn§$bs1dy
elsments of the project be kept minimal. i.e. let the bridge and plaza be

responsib

B. The distinction between joint venture and bi-national authorit i

. v are still J
clat.r to me, and I hope this section was vetted by an attorney Fagh1iar with gﬁg |
Taws of all relevant jurisdictions. I very much doubt if joint ventures will free 3
project owners from legislative interactions.

C. The concession terms be*”? Suggesged a;e En the short side. These days 50 to 75
year concessions are commonplace; and I think you would get more bid :
higher terms. g ders with these

Prabhat

————— original Message-----

From: Steele, James

sent: wed 1/31/2007 9:19 AM

.Tg: ?ochman, 3111; petzold, Roger; Werner, Frederick; Diksit, prabhat: Saunders,
michae :

Cc: Rizzo, Ryan; salus, James; Kirschensteiner, James

Subject: FW: Public Oversight Meeting and PwC Draft Final Report

Jim Steele

oldberg, Miriam (MTO) [mailto:Miriam.ziegler-G i
dnesday, January 31, 2007 10:34 am grer Pldberglontario. ca)

ImTehigan. go

- MTO) " Ziegler-coldberg, "Miriam (MTO); PARKIND@tc.gc.ca; Andrew Shea
- ODELLS@tc.gc.ca; deanc@tc.cc.ca .

cc: skenderis, James (MTO); Cruikshank, Nicole (MTO): Sorgente, Enzo (MTO)

subject: Public Oversight Meeting and PwC braft Final Report

Page 1
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%MDOT OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Michigan Depariment of Transportation

DATE: .
TO:

href Operations Officer”
FROM: John C. Friend

Engineer of Delivery

Brenda J. O’Brien

pump c' salt, and then ‘
returned to the surface where the salt is-recovered. Solution mining creates large caverns where

the salt deposits have been removed. Caverns from adjacent wells often coalesce to produce

composite caverns called galleries. The uncertain shape and size of-the caverns combined with

variability in the rock properties, fissures, and geological formations above have resulted i
that f;

instability. and.coll frock la

The sinkhole disrupted industry, endangered
ngs in the CIL complex as they settled. The
‘was.vadely,pubhcmd at the time making front page news “al! over the world ”

The bndge crossing the Detroit River will be a long span structure designed using AASHTO's
-LRFD code-and a comparable Canadian code. Due to the size, complexity, strategic importance,

and extre f a jong spen bridge, unique safety factors must be used to

and the desired design life of the investment. Modem bridge
ry to calibrate load and resmtance factors 50 thai ch

DRIC050812




Larry Tibbits Page 2 of 2 January 27, 2006

cavem Long span bndges‘ tvp:cally must bc dcsxgncd as a non-redundant fracture crmcal
structure; tlwreforc subsidence of 1he foundation material beneath the main span’s

Therefore, we recommend the following geotechnical design policy for the DRIC:

1. All bridge foundations shall be founded on continuously competent bedrock.
2. The location of all primary and secondary substructure units shall be placed safely
beyond the failure influence of any salt mine caverus.

¥ you have any questions or need additional information, please contact us,

Jd] daf/

Engmeer of Delivery

Engineer of C_onstrucﬁry"{nd Technology

BOHD:C&T:DAJ:clc
cc: S. Mortel ,

P. O'Rourke
D, Endres

DRIC03081:
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The DetroitNews  wuw.etnews.con

May 19, 2011 hitp://detnews.com/article/201105 19/0PINIONO1/105190347

Get politicians off bridge kick

DAVID L. LITTMANN

tional economic downturn, | used these columns to

Had traffic volumes risen according to Lansing’s fo
a duplicate bridge \sideration,

These challenges to reality and perennial political skirmishes with Michigan's flagging economic condition
have become dangerous. indeed, the Iatest decade has reinforced what has been quite evident fo the
millions of our citizens who have lost jobs, settled for part-time or under-employment situati

and left for more promising business climates..In the. past decade al Viichigan:hasica

Bankruptey and

_ downsized péyrons of two of our state's automakers, along with sub-par economic outlook for recovery of
Michigan auto sales, are factors suggesting further stagnation of traffic volumes,

The validity of any economic forecast depends largely on the climate of competitiveness and profitability
. existing within the community, state or nation. In Michigan's case, even in 2007, it was clear that our state
- was bringing up the rear when it came fo growth in the key metrics: housing values, population, personal
- income and employment. Now the decads of the 20005 is behind us. The data are in, Michigan ranks last or
- very nearly last in each of these four key measures of economic well-being.

There Is a more honest and sensible alternative to high-handed, largely unaccountable government
intervention in bridge-building. Regardless of Lansing’s usual claims of our being "blown away" by the new-
2011 "tooth fairy" promise that the $2.1 billion bridge "will not cost Michigan one dime," the truth is that the
Ambassador Bridge operation is already in the process of erecting the modern twin, along with the updated

http://dethews.com/article/20110519/0OPINIONO1/ 105190347 &template=printart - 5/19/2011




infrastructure, as replacement for the existing bridge at that site.

The beauty of this solution is clear. Ambassador Bridge people are experienced, responsive to the public

David L. Littmann is senior economist with the Mackinac Center for Public Poficy. Email comments to

letters@detnews.com. x

© Copyright 2011 The Detrolt News. All rights reserved.

' http://detnews.com/article/20110519/OPINIONO1/105190347 &template=printart 5/19/2011
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Murky water -- Bridge cost overruns: Extent of Canada S
funding promise unclear

By Bill Shea
CROSSING THE BORDER

Who pays for the $2.118 billion New International Trade Crossing project:

Canada:

« [-75 interchange: $385.9 million

« Canadian plaza: $370 million

Canada and U.S.:

* U.S, plaza: $413.6 million. $150 miltion by Canada and $263.6 million by U.S. federal government
Private sector: ' o ‘

* Bridge: $949.1 million

Source: Transport Canada

In letters sent in April 2010 and March 2011, Canada has promised up to $550 million for Michigan construction costs
on the New International Trade Crossing that are otherwise not assumed by the private sector or U.S. '

government. But it is silent on factors such as cost overruns.

The $550 million leaves just a $14 million cushion on a project whose true cost won't be known for years because it

hasn't been engineered or designed, land hasn't been acquired or bids sought.

The money applies to all of the work that would be done on I-75 for the bridge and $150 million of the plaza
-construction, with the U.S. General Services Administration picking up the remaining $263.6 million. The bridge

itself will be privately financed.

The project's backers say Canada will cover not only up to $550 million but also will assume all debt and cost overrun
risk for the entire project, which would link I-75 and Ontario's Highway 401 between Detroit's industrial Delray

neighborhood and Windsor's Brighton Beach area.

"The Canadians may have to pay more than the $550 million ... to complete the project. That will be their decision.

~- But Michigan's costs to move forward remain the same -- zero," Tom Shields of Lansing-based Marketing Resource

Group Inc., said via email.




The letters

The March letter sent to Snyder from Canadian Transportation Minister Chuck Strahl, which reaffirms a similar letter
sent in April 2010 from a previous minister to then-Gov. Jennifer Granholm, indicates a detailed arrangement has yet
to be worked out: "As noted in that letter, upon the Michigan Legislature adopting all of the authorizing legislation for
the implementation of the ... project, Canada, Michigan and a future private partner would have to enter into the

requisite governance and financial agreements to implement the project.”
The letters are enough for Snyder.

"Both letters are clear and to the point; extra elaboration is not necessary at this point," said Ken Silfven, Snyder's

deputy press secretary, via email.

Transportation infrastructure insiders, however, are wary of the estimates, and Snyder must convince his own party --
which has expressed skepticism about the project and allowed the last attempt at enabling legislation for it to die in

committee last year -- that Michigan should proceed with a new bridge.

The draft of a new bridge bill being floated in Lansing protects Michigan, Silfven said, and shifts all cost burdens to
Canada. The legislation is needed, though, to authorize the state's participation in the project and to establish

oversight of its portion of the bridge, highway and bridge plaza work done on this side of the river.

"Our proposed legislation states that Michigan has no financial or moral obligation to pay anything. So, if by some

chance there are cost overruns, they cannot be paid by Michigan and would have to be paid by the Canadian

partnership,” he said.

The U.S. federal government has voiced support for the project but has not committed any funds to it and has -

deferred all comment to Michigan.




Proponents say the span is needed to handle future border traffic and trade needs, ease congestion in Windsor and

provide safety redundancy for the nearby Ambassador Bridge.

X factor; Cost

The greatest unknown factor with the project will be its actual cost, which is estimated today at $2.1 billion. With

construction not expected to begin for several years, natural inflation of labor and material costs means Canada's

promise of $550 million might not be enough to pay Michigan's share of the project.

The cost estimates for Michigan were developed in 2009 by the Southfield office of Louisville-based The Corradino
Group, the bridge project coordinating consultant hired by the Michigan Department of Transportation.
Corradino has been paid $31 million by MDOT since 2005 for bridge work, Silfven said.

The 1-75 highway interchange is predicted to cost $385.9 million and the U.S. plaza will cost $413.6 million. The

nearly $1 billion bridge itself would be financed by a private-sector concessionaire.

"Most of the cost overruns associated with these projects were the resuit of inflationary increases in the cost of

- materials between the time when the initial estimate was made and the time the project was finally constructed,”
Silfven said. "Consequently, (the Federal Highway Administration) now requires that large projects of this nature

:be estimated using year-of-expenditure dollars."

~ He also noted that state road projects financed by federal stimulus funding have come in under budget, and the $230
million Ambassador Gateway project that linked-I-96 and 1-75 to the Ambassador Bridge was on budget.

"Another requirement by FHWA is that the initial cost estimate prepared by the state DOT must be reviewed by a
FHWA cost-estimating team, which verifies both the estimates of quantities and cost of materials and the inflation
rate used to reach the year of expenditure estimate," Silfven said. "Consequently, the large cost overruns observed in

the past are less likely to occur.™




X factor: Time
How long it takes to get the proposed bridge shovel-ready will drive its price.

The bridge project's costs are estimated in 2009 dollars, and there are several factors that could lead to a higher final

price:

Ancther factor in delaying the project could be its official authorization by Michigan.

It could take up to two years after passage of required enabling legislation before the private sector begins
construction, Michigan |t. Gov. Brian Calley has said. '

If the bill gets passed by summer, bridge construction potentially could start by mid-2013, which would be followed
‘by 48 to 52 months of work. .

Midsummer assumes calm waters on other legislative fronts: Snyder’s office has said the bridge bill won't be

introduced until work on the budget and tax-reform bills is done.

Snyder has made the bridge a priotity for his administration, and the draft enabling legislation is aimed at currying
support from skeptical GOP lawmakers who allowed a different bridge bill to die last year by never allowing it to leave

a committee.
Timing is crucial to the cost, industry watchers say.

"My impression is that there has been fierce competition by construction companies to get these kinds of projects in
the past year or two, so prices are presently good for the customers such as toll authorities," Samuel said. "If they
could move quickly to procurement, they'd get a good price, which hopefully would hold through completion of the -

bridge."

Bilf Shea: (313) 446-1626, bshea@crain.com
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A Tale of Two Bridges

@ 6:07AM

By F, Vincent Vernuccio on 4

What do you do if you lose 25 percent of vour population in a decade, bringing your city to a
100-year low, and you have a perfectly good private bridge? Well, why not have the taxpayers
build a new $35.3 billion bridge using public money! It may sound strange but that is exactly
what a combination of unions, government officials, and businesses are trying to do in
Michigan. The project is called the Detroit River Intentional Crossing (DRIC), currently being
promoted as the New International Trade Crossing, and would connect Southeast Michigan to
Canada. The problem is there is already a privately owned bridge -- therefore no cost to
taxpayers -- two miles away called the Ambassador Bridge.

Michigan does not have the funds to pay for their portion of the bridge and would need to take
out a $550 million dollar loan from Canada. The loan could then qualify for 80 percent to 20

p eral transportation matching funds, putting Uncle Sam on the hook for $2.2 billion.
W city " le t=-Windsorborder ¢ it thie

lay.

The owners of the Ambassador Bridge have already spent $500 million to prepare a new
crossing and have pledged another $500 million (of private funds) to create another span. If
the DRIC project is to proceed, it will almost certainly crowd out the private expansion project

led by the Ambassador’'s owners, meaning that taxpayers will be paying for something
previously provided by a private company.

. The section of the river that the Ambassador
crosses 1s narrower than the section proposed for the DRIC crossing, which lowers costs. There
are also existing and nearly complete high-capacity connections to U.S. Interstates, another

cost savings.

Proponents of the government bridge claim the Ambassador Bridge does cost the taxpayers
something. They argue that one cannot call the bridge free because it i '

y1our dollars, so if the government

g
really wa 0 subsidize travel between the U.S. and Canada, it could give vouchers for 48
- crossings to every family in Michigan. Of course, the DRIC would also be tolled -- likely by a
* private firm -- which is why this supposed defense of "free" bridges from nefarious private

bridge companies is completely nonsensical.

With reality against them, DRIC supporters are claiming the bridge needs to be built because it
will create jobs. This is a typical rationale used to support pork barrel projects that cost
taxpayers billions but add little to no long-term benefits. Michigan does need jobs. The state's
unemployment rate has been among the worst in the nation for years. Biit wha




s, forcing families, , and churches to
ything that will provide employment, but in their zeal to
h 2F Y . o

With all the arguments, there are still many unanswered questions. Jake Davison from
Americans For Prosperity—Michigan, one of the groups leadi

the effort against the DRIC,
asks, "Who will set and collect the tolls, Canada or the U.S.? lai

Tai

So far, these questions have not been answered and the DRIC is sti
Government should not compete with pri

Il in the planning stages.
taxpayers pay for duplicative services

stry and lawmakers should not make

(Marc Scribner contributed to this article.)

F. Vincent Vernuecio is Labor Policy Counsel at the Competitive Enterprise Institute.
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July 20, 2008

Calley: State's proposed bridge project does not make sense

A few years back, a study was started to investigate the need for a new international crossing
between Detroit and Windsor, Canada. It is called the Detroit River International Crossing study,
or DRIC for short.

The study is funded through Michigan's Transportation budget. Itis a very small iine item, but it
has caused a big disagreement. :

The Ambassador Bridge handles a large portion of the truck traffic between the U.S. and Canada.
This is important because Canada is our largest trading partner.

It is imperative for our economy (both state and national) that we ensure that commerce
continues smoothly between Michigan and Canada. A bottieneck here could lead to serious

economic ramifications.

The question of whether or not to build a new bridge would normally bring all kinds of
consternation, because this type of bridge could really bust the bud

So what has been the reaction from the state? Basically, it has been "thanks, but no thanks. We'd
rather build our own."

And here is the kic




The most ironic part is that the disagreement within the current budget i
er bridge now. It is much more basic than |
o] MD:

My argument is two fold. First

Second, | want access to the federal match dollars so that we can improve our transportation
system. Given the cost of road construction these days and the stagnant revenue stream in to the
Transportation Budget, we can ill afford to pass up this opportunity.

Brian Calley is the representative for the 87th District in the Michigan House of Representatives.
Residents can contact him at (517) 373-0842 or via e-mail at briancalley@house.mi gov.




August 21, 2008

Brian Calley: Don't accept MDOT's spin on bridge funds

Federal report puts Detroit plan in different light

] atior fﬁ:orum, Aug. 3) recently responded to some
ab?&f,.ta..,t.b% Detroit River International Crossing study and the possibility of

thoughts that | shared earlier
new bridge constructi

He stated the construction new crossing by the Detroit International Bridge Company would not bring
any matching federal funds

“Toll credits are earned when a state, toll authority, or a private entity funds a capital highway investment
with toli revenues from existing facilities." The document goes on to say, "By using toll credits to substitute
for the required non-Federal share on a Federal aid project, Federal funding can effectively be increased

to 100 percent.”

Additionally, Shreck said there would be no impact on funding for local roadways.

This is interesting in light of information found in the same FHWA document. it reads, "Toll credits provide
states with more flexibility in financing projects. For example, by using toll credits, 1) Federal-aid projects

can be advanced when matching funds are not available, 2) state and local funds narmally required for
matching may then be directed to other transportation projects ..."

It seems that there could be an impact on funding available for local roads after ali.

_ But the most teiling part of his commentary is in how he failed to address the main point of my original
. piece.

“You see, | do not oppose the completion of the DRIC study. All | said is that | want "language inserted into
the transportation budget that says MDOT can't start building a new international bridge without first
coming back to the Legislature for permission.”

After all, this promises to be the most expensive infrastructure project in the history of MDOT. It therefore
seems reasonable that the study would be aired and debated before anyone stuck shovels in the ground.
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August 3, 2008

Shreck: Bridge project won't bring in new federal $$

State Rep. Brian Calfey, R-Portland, is just plain wrong when he says the proposed new border
crossing between Detroit and Windsor would take away state transportation dollars from Michigan
counties. I'm writing to set the facts straight about the Detroit International River Crossing (DRIC)
study of the busiest trade crossing in North America.

The owner of the Ambassador Bridge, the Detroit International Bridge Company, wants to build a
replacement span. The existing bridge is 80 years old and needs major maintenance that can't be
done while maintaining traffic during construction. Contrary to the statement that "the bridge owners
are not asking for any money from the state,” the bridge company has asked for, and is receiving,
more than $206 milfion of state and federal transportation dollars to improve operations at the existing
bridge and to accommodate a new span.

" The bridge owners also have asked the Michigan Department of Transportation to spend several
millions more to relocate M-85 (Fort Street) to accommodate a plaza expansion for the replacement
span. The bridge owners also want to use tax-exempt bonds to finance this project.

To be clear: All bridges of this type, whether publicly or privately constructed and operated, ultimately
are paid for with tolls collected from the people who use the bridges. This is how Michigan built the
Mackinac Bridge, the International Bridge at Sault Ste. Marie and both of the Blue Water Bridges at
Port Huron. It is how the Ambassador Bridge was buiit and how the bridge owners will finance a

replacement span,

It is wrong to assert that the owners of the bridge will build their bridge “at no cost to the government"
- or even "at no additional cost” when, at the same time, and out of sight of the public, they are
applying for government assistance in one form or another.

Calley also is wrong about the Detroit international Bridge Company's ability to generate matching
funds. This falsehood continues to be heard even though MDOT and the Federal Highway
Administration:have repeatedly told the Legislature that the bridge company's project cannot and will

We agree with Calley that $1 billion is a lot of money. That is why MDOT is determined to use facts
and hard evidence in the management of Michigan's border crossing network, so that our state will
continue to reap the economic benefits of the billions of dollars in trade that cross Michigan's borders

 every week.
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In Reply Refer To:
HAD-MI

Mz, Kirk, T. Steudle

State Transportation Director (B450)

Michigan Department of Transportation

Lansing, MI 48509

Dear Mr. Steudle:

You asked that we confirm that the State of Michigan may use funds donated to the State as the
required non-Federal share for Federal-aid projects under Title 23 of the United States Code. We
concur in that conclusion.

Inaddition, we agreé that the State of Michigan, with the approval of the Secretary of
Transportation, may develop a program of surface trangportation projects for which the State will
use donated or State finds to meet the non-Federal share requirement for the approved statewide
program,

Pleasemote that we must further work together to finalize the development and approval of a.
program of projects, as well as to reach an agreement as to the manner, timing, and other details
related to how the State of Michigan would inéet the non-Federal share requirements of an
approved program

We look farward to coritinuing to work with you to address the important surface transportation.
needs of the State of Michigari,

Sincerely,

fasll'f

Russell L, Jo
Division Administrator







